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I articles which appeared in the LoEdon Friend for 
Fifth Month last— one, by William Tallack, on " The Yearly 
Meeting's American Correspondence;" the other, a leader, on 
"The Mutual Eecogaition of Yearly Meetings," — following 
some similar utterances in tho previous session of London 
Yearly Meeting, I was led to hope that that Meeting would 
change its attitude towards the American Yearly Meetings. In 
that event, Dublin would, no doubt, follow its example ; in 
which case the primary object of these pages would be reaUsed 



I was disappointed, however, to find, by the published 
Reports of London Yearly Meeting, that though " the subject 
of the American Correspondence generally " was introduced at 
the right time, at the first sitting, before any of the Epistles 
fi^jm America had been read, its consideration was deferred;" 
though revived at the fourth sitting, it was again postponed if 
and, finally, at the fifth sitting, it was put off for a year.X Be- 
sides which, no Epistle coming from Canada, either to London 
or Dublin Yearly Meeting, London Yearly Meetiog — when it 
might, like Dublin, have judiciously abstained from corce- 
B]iondiDg with either of the bodies in Canada, without ofience to 
either — missed a golden opportunity of standing impartially in 



• LonJan Friend, Sixth K 
t Ibid,, p, 140. * : 



li 6, 1884, p 
„ p. Ii8. 



143. 



the breach, preparatory to commencing a general system of 
Correspondence on new lines. 

But London Yearly Meeting, stepping out of its way to send 
an Epistle to the "Progressive"* body in Canada, when none 
had been received, the "Old Friends" * have, not unreasonably, 
regarded this course as a prejudgment of their case. Yet, 
though the difficulties of the situation have thus been increased, 
we may trust that an opening with these Friends still exists. 
The circumstances, however, indicate a crisis in the Society, 
and, as much will depend on the action of the coming London 
Yearly Meeting, the following pages, illustrating the effects of 
the existing system of Correspondence during the last forty 
years, may be a word in season — productive, I earnestly desire, 
of good results. 

The last separation on which London Yearly Meeting 
came to a decision, being that in Western Yearly Meeting, 
and the " Old Friends " in Canada having been discouraged 
from addressing London, in consequence of the course it took 
in that case, a prominent place is given to it in the following 
Eeview. 

The second part, or " Chronological Summary," has reference 
to events in Ireland connected with the same casOj illustrating 
more in detail the working and tendencies of the present 
system of Correspondence. It is an enlargement of a few 
pages, 250 copies of which were circulated amongst men 
Friends attending Dublin Yearly Meeting in 1883. 



*" Orthodox," or "Old Friends," and "Progressive," or "Fast 
Friends," are the terms by which the two bodies are popularly distin- 
g^hed. 
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Should the propriety of entering into any 
questioned, my answer ia, that I then gave that Meeting 
expect that I would write the narrative. In going to preae, 
however, I have, though at soma sacrifice of effect, omitted 
particulars having more personal reference to individual 
members. 

I will ask the reader to give each Part a careful and ean- 
nented perusal, as httle will be gained by a fragmentary reading. 

In the leader in the London Friend above referred to, the 
suggestion is made :■ — 

" Surely some means can be devised by which helpful 
Christian fellowship ma; be maintained with our friends acrosa 
the Atlantic without its carrying official recognitiou 1" 

I have endeavoured to answer this question, and, not rest- 
ing satisfied with poiflting out defects, have offered practical 
suggestions for the solution of present difficulties. There may 
be difference of opinion amongst my friends respecting theee 
snggestions, which are open to further development. But I 
teheve that I have pointed out correctly the radical con- 
stitutional defect ; and I trust that wisdom will be given to 
well-concerned Friends of London Yearly Meeting to see how 
to work out the remedy. 

Ah a suitable conclusion, I will mention that, in one of the I 
oldest American Yearly Meetings, a decision on the separation I 
in Western Yearly Meeting was arrived at thus ; — i 

The Clerk said that, two Epistles having been receivedj I 
tlaiming to-be from Western Yearly Meeting, he supposed the I 



Meeting would adopt the usual course, and appoint two Friends 
to examine them out of Meeting and report which was the 
genuine Epistle. This course was taken, and the Epistle in 
fiavour of which the Committee reported was accepted. 

In mentioning this, I cast no reflection on the Clerk, as he 
appears to have followed " the usual course " taken by that 
Yearly Meeting. But the fact that it was the usfv^l course, 
adds to its gravity. In a Monthly Meeting, every case for dis- 
ownment is considered in the open Meeting; but in that Yearly 
Meeting, a decision, involving the interests and fellowship of 
hundreds of Friends, was made to depend on the view of two 
individuals. They may have been Friends justly in repute for 
impartiality; but it is easy to see how such a course is open to 
abuse, by the nomination of individuals by a party. 

The same decision might have been arrived at by the Meet- 
ing after a long discussion; but the expressions of interest 
and sympathy which often arise on such occasions, amply 
compensate for the expenditure of time, as we see by the 
discussions in London ; while, by the course above mentioned, 
an undue power is given to selected individuals, to the exclu- 
sion of the constitutional right of the other members to partici- 
pate in the consideration. 

GEORGE A. MILNE. 



36 Goldsmith Street, Dublin, 

Fourth Month, 1886. 
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The decision of London Yearly Meeting, in 1878, npon the 
separation in Western Yearly Meeting, stands opposed to its 
decisions in other important cases. 

The Bniish Fnen I for Fifth Month, 1846,* contains a Eeport 
of the discussion va London T M. on the New England separ- 
ation It stites that, after reading the Epistle from the 
larger section the Clerk introduced that from the smaller, and 
asked for instructions ' It was ultimately agreed that . . as 
the one which had been read . . had come through the 
recognised channel of our GorroBpondenta, the other must, on 
the ground of informal ty, he returned." 

Now, the Minute of London Y. M.,+ referring to Western 
Y. M., makes no mention of Correspondents in connexion with 
the Epistle signed by Barnabas C. Hohbs, whilst it states that 
the Epistle signed by Albert Maxwell, as Clerk, was " authen- 
ticated by three of the Friends who have acted as Correspond- 
ents." The Eeport on this in The British Friend\ explains 
that the Epistle signed by Albert Maxwell was "countersigned 
by four Friends, including the recorded Correspondents of 

t See ita printed Proceedinga fur 1S73, p. 5, and p. iO of this punphtei 
\ }For Sixth Mouth, 1S78, p, 127. 
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to another place does not in itself constitute a withdrawal 
from the body with which London Y. M. corresponds. 

Here let us turn to Baltimore. 

The British Friend for Sixth Month, 1855, (p. 132) contains 
the following allusion to it by John Hodgkin, acting as Clerk 
to the Epistle Committee of London Y. M. in that year : — 
" It might, he thought, be stated, as a general rule, that the 
right order of the discipline had been with those who were 
sound in doctrine. One exception to this . . . had 
occurred, when a small number came out from Baltimore Yearly 
Meeting, on the ground of unsound doctrine prevailing in that 
body." " In this separation," says William Hodgson,* " the 
Hicksitos had all the technical advantages of numbers, organi- 
sation, and apparent regularity of proceedings as to the routine 
and order of business," and the number of Friends who with- 
drew and organised the Orthodox Yearly Meeting consisted of 
only about "sixty-six men and eighty-four women." t Yet 
London Y. M. of that period did not say, as did London Y. 
M. of 1878,t "We desire emphatically to record our judg- 
ment that separations are most injurious to the best interests 
of our Society, and tend seriously to weaken our testimony to 
the truth." No ; " this small body was received and owned 
. . . by every sound Yearly Meeting." § And The Bri- 
tish Friend^ above quoted, goes on to say that John Hodgkin 
" turned to the Epistle with which [London] Yearly Meeting 
saluted that small secession." 

When John Hodgkin expressed himself as above mentioned, 
the separation in Ohio was under the consideration of London 
Y. M. The report in The British Friend continues : — " He 
showed that the section of Ohio Yearly Meeting of which Ben- 

• " Society of Friends in the Nineteenth Century," vol. i., p. 191. 

t Ibid. p. 190, quoting the Philadelphia Friend, 

X See its printed " Proceedings," p. 5. 

§ Hodgson's " Soc. of Friends,** voL i., pp. 191-2. 



jaTniQ Hoyle wnB Clerk, was constitidionally the legitimato 
Yearly Meeting of Ohio ; and that the other body . . . 
had .... estabhshed themselves out of the rognlar 
Older of the discipline;" that "the soction represented by 
Benjamin Hoyle .... amounted to iwo-thinls of the 
whole Yearly Meeting of Ohio ; while, if London Yearly Meet- 
ing should make its election to receive the Epistle from the ' 
body of which Jonathan Binna was Clerk, they would out off 
from all intercourse with us — in other words, practically diaown, 
a body of Friends, one with us in doctrine, numbering four 
thousand persons." 

An examination of the facts of the caise will prove the cor- 
rectness of John Hodgkin's view. 

When the separation took place in New England in 1845, 
London Y. M. acknowledged the larger body, in the way men- 
tioned above.* Philadelphia Y. M., on the contrary, issued a Ee- 
port in 1849, containing a digest of the statements made by both 
bodies, and its own jadgment, (formed after a careful review 
of the facts,) that the Friends composing "the smaller body" 
"continue to be entitled to the rights of memberehip, and to 
. . . . acknowledgment by their brethren." Yet London 
Y. M, continued its correspondence with Philadelphia Y. M.; 
and though that correspondence has sinco been suspended, 
so fuUy is Philadelphia Y. M. acknowledged, that London 
Y. M. interchaiigea Certificates of Removal with it. 

Ohio Y. M. came to no decision respecting the New England 
separation ; and though, in 1854, two Friends, with credentialB 
from the smaller body in New England, attended Ohio Y. M., 
— being, under the circumstances, as much entitled to be there, 
as Barnabas C. Hobbs to attend London Y. M.f pending its 
decision on Western Y. M.— the Clerk (Benjamin Hoyle) took 
no notice of their credentials, but proceeded with other 
huainess tm their presence was objected to by aome who | 



were in sympathy with the larger hody in New England. The 
Cletk TDplied, "You can make the Meeting as select aa you 
please, provided you do so eonsiateatly with our principles and 
do not appeal to the civil magistrate." 

Benjamin Hoyle had held the office of Clerk over ten years, 
during which his endeavour had heen to prevent separation. 
His neutral answer gave offence to the objectors ; and when 
the Representatives met (pursuant to the usual Minute of the 
Yearly Meeting, direofciog thorn to confer together, and, if way 
should open, to propose Friends to serve as Clerk and Assist- 
ant), a proposal to nominate Jonathan Bmiis for Clerk was 
united with by twelve out of forty-two Representatives, while 
twenty-eight approved of continuing B. Hoyle, and two were 
neutral. Kathaa Hall was deputed to report that the Repre- 
aantatives could not agree on a name. 

When the Yearly Meeting re-assembled, it waa informed by 
one of the twelve, that a portion of the Representatives had 
agreed to propose Jonathan Biniis; upon which Nathan Hall 
delivered his message. 

It will be seen that the power to nomiuate rested with the 
Representatives only as an entire hody.* Hence the Report 
they made through Nathan HalL Otherwise, so large a 
preponderance as twenty-eight against twelve, would have car- 
ried with it power to propose the name upon which the 
twenty-eight were agreed. Therefore the Report of the minority 
was irregular and could not be received. This the Clerk ex-, 
plained, and, following a course which had been repeatedly 

• Tin Brilisk Fiiend for Elevoath Month, 1S54, quotes the foUowiog 
from the Philadelphia Friend for Tenth Month 7 :— 

"In 1846, there had been a pcopoaition made among the Repreaen- 
tativeR, for those who approred of coatinuing B, H07I0 aa Clerk, to draw 
up »nd sign a Report to that effect ; but those who ware opposed to him 
(being ot the same party who ars now in favour af Jonathan Binafi,) 
obj'BCted to it on the gronnd that such a course might lead to a minority 
Report, which would be entirely out ot order." 




acted on in that Yearly Meeting, and which had been adopted 
in America as far back as 1767, the Clerk made a Minute, that 
the Eepresaotatives having been nnable to agree, the former 
Clerk was continued in office. This Minute was largely sup- 
ported. But the dissentients, though warned, even by some 
of their OWE party, that their coarse, if persisted in, would be 
an act of separation, not only porsistad, but induced Joncdhan 
Binns to go to the table, who, when seated, made a Minute 
stating that he was appointed Clerk. The afternoon being by 
this time considerably advanced, the Clerk (Benjamin Hoyls) 
adjourned the meeting. When it broke up, about one-third 
remained together, and, with Jonathan Binns as their Clerk, 
assumed tbe name of Ohio Yearly Meeting,' 

Yet London V. M. did not — as it reasonably might have 
done — send out a Deputation to the smaller body, as it did in' 
the case of Western Y. M., to exhort them to an unconditional ' 
return to those from whom they had separated. | 

On the contrary, London Y. M. cut itself off from the body 
which John Hodgkin had pronounced to bo " constitutionally 
the legitimate Yearly Meeting of Ohio," and united itself with 
those who, he said, "liad established themselves out of the 
regular order of tbe discipline." Yet, within three years i 
afterwards, London Y. M., without altering its course, issued 
for circulation in Americit, "A Salutation to all who hear the 
Same of Frienda," in which, after referring to the seceders of 
1828, it says : — " How can we cease to deplore that others in 
that land, professing a high value for our Christian principles, 
have allowed themselves to be drawn away from that fellowship 
and harmony with their brethren which they once enjoyed t" 
And when, in 1878, the Epistle was read from the Friends of 



• Hence the Mealing is, £uc tlie sake of diatmetion, sometimea called 
the ■■ Binna Meeting." The above outline of the Ohio aeparatioQ is 
condensed from the Philivlelphin ■' Report," Hodgeon's " Sodety a 
FriendB,'- and The British Friend. 
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Western Yearly Meeting who had "retired to another n 
— in which Epistle they touchingly said, " In that love which 
knows no bounds, we salute you as brethren of the same 
household of faith " — London Y. M., apparently forgetful of its 
former decisions, rejected'that body, on the assumed ground 
that they had left the body with which London Y. M. cor- 
responded ; and that, every Yearly Meeting being an indepen- 
dent body, London Y. M. should not run counter to the acta 
of the assembly which waa assumed to be Weatern Yearly 
Meeting. 

But the independence of Yearly Meetings works in two 
directions. For the very fact that one Yearly Meeting has no 
jurisdiction or voice in another, proves that, being independent, 
one Yearly Meeting is not bound by the decisions of another. 
For example, in 1877 and 1878 the Select Meeting of the body 
in Ohio with which London Y. M. corresponds, passed minutes* 
declaring that Jesus Christ's " shed blood is the alone means of 
cleansing the soul from all the guilt of sin ;" that they " do not 
believe that there is any principle or quality in the soul of man, 
innate or otherwise, which, even though rightly used, will ever 
save a single soul;" and that they "repudiate the ao-called 
doctrine of the innei- light, or the gift of a portion of the Holy 
Spirit in the soul of every man, as dangerous, unsound, and 
uiiscriptura],"t But these Minutes do not commit London 
Y. M. to reject the doctrine of the Universal and Saving Light, 
which is the subject of the Fifth and Sixth Propositions of 
Barclay's "Apology for the True Christian Divinity, as . . . 
held forth by the people in scorn called Quakers." And if 

• See Philadelphia Friend, Fourth Month 19, 1879. 

+ 2Ke Fnends' Review tor Second Month 28, 1886, oontainB Evidence 
in the Appeal of the Flaintl^ from the Decieiou of Judge Fioudfoot in 
the Westlake Coee, in which David B. Updegraff acknowludgeg the 
aotheoticit; of the aboTO-mentioned Minutes. See Appendix B, pp. 20-3, 
wbere the Minutes at length are also given. D. B. UpdegroS' is a 
promiuont pre&cher belongiog to the Meeting which issued these Klinutes. 




the " Biims Yearly Meeting" were to disown any of its mem- 
Ijers for holding this cardinal doctrino, though London Y. M. 
could not re-instato them into memheTship with those that 
disowned them, it could own them as Friends in unity, and 
disown the " Binna Meeting " aa a Yearly Meeting of Friends. 
Sow, in the Epistle from the Friends of Western Y. M. 
who "retired to another room," the causes assigned for the 
course they took were "the many innovationa" which had 
heen introduced into the Society, " in doctrine and practice ;" 
. . - , "a wo^3y, lifeless, and unsound ministry, reading, 
8™g>iig. etc., in meetings for worship." It therefore was the 
duty of London Y. M. to investigate the matter before taking 
a stop, the effect of which was formally to cut these Friends off 
from fellowship with London Y. M., even before they had been 
disowned by those trom whom they had withdrawn. 

Had London Y. M. investigated the facts, it would have 
found that — aa testified at the Maloy trial before Judge Hill, 
by the aged Eobert W. Hodson, then a Correspondent of 
twenty-three years and elder of over fifty years standing — 
among the causes of complaint were "singing in the meetings" 
held by the General Meetings Committee, "the use of the 
moumeis' bench, calling upon persons to speak and pray, and 
to nse in response to certain propositions and questions. . . 
The preaching sometimes was unsound on the doctrine of the 
light of Christ in the soiil. These matters were not only re- 
sisted in the Committee, but ifere brought to the notice of the 
Teatiy Meeting year after year. This body did nothing to; 
check the innovationa, but encourag&l them by approving of 
tbe Beports of the Committee and continuiog it under appoint- 



•"IndianapoUii Journal, Sept. 3, 1381;" Philadelpliia Friend, Tenth 
Month 16, 1881, p. 77. Eobert W. Hodaon <iied Beccind Month 16, 1882, 
four yeaca and five taoutha after the aeparatioo. A tribute to his 
toemorj has been published in the Philadelphia Friend for Second Month 
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The consequences of the decision of London T. M. in the 
case of the Ohio separation, remain yet to te noticed. 

It is to be obBerved, that though Ohio Y. M. suspended its 
decision on the New England separation, it did not discontinue 
its correspondence with those Yearly Meetings which decided 
in favour of the larger body in New England ; also, that after 
the separation in Ohio Y. M., the larger section in Ohio did 
not omit to address Epistles to those Yearly Meetings in usual 
course,* and that the act of severance was on their part.f In 
like manner, when Philadelphia Yearly Meeting decided on 
the separations in New England and Ohio, it did not cut off 
other Yearly Meetings which came to a different conclusion. 
Those Meetings were — London, Dublin, New York, Baltimore, 
North Carolina, and Indiana. Its correspondence with them all 
remained imhroken when the Ohio separation occurred, and in 
the following year, 1855 {as we are iniormed by the "Brief 
Narrative" of Philadelphia Y. M., p. 29), it forwarded Epistles 
to them, as usual ; but all the American Yearly Meetings so 
addressed stated in their replies " that they could not continue 
their correspondence with Philadelphia Y. M." as long aa that 
Yearly Meeting continued to acknowledge the body in Ohio 
&om which they had withdrawn, although they had continued 
Ip to that time to correspond with Philadelphia Y. M. not- 

ithstanding similar difference of judgment between it and 

respecting New England Y. M. Nevertheless, "in 1866, 

^Philadelphia Y. M. again addressed Epistles to all the Yearly 

[eetinga then in existence, except New England and Balti- 



21, 1885, which, bearing i 

and deportmeQt," oUudcB 

. wicl B patient Bufferec [ur il 

^i^){Kimted CorniEpoDdeiit i 



Jnw-iuit, see Appendix C, p. 2 j. 

'SBeBiitish Friend, Eleventh Month, 1854, f 
■t-Ibid., Eleventh Month, 1855, p, 270. 
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more."* But the ouly Epistlea addreaaed to Philadelphia 
Jt held in 1857 were from London, Dublin, and Ohio. They 
were read ; but ia view of the discouraging circuiuatanees in 
which it found itself placed, it concluded for that year t 
suspend epistolary correapoadence with all those Yearly Meet- 
ings. In 1858, on again considering the subject, way did not 
open to resume correapondence, and since that time there has 
been no renewal of it, though Certificates of Eemoval a 
interchanged between Philadelphia and those Yearly Meetings. 

Had London Y. M. stood atill in the case of Ohio, the two 
bodies might have been " brought together by their owa 
attraction," as Charles Thompson said in London Y. M.. 
of 1878. He added :^" They would have been brought 
together." Bo that as it may, we may reasonably believe that 
a deliberate neutral course, on the part of London Y. '. 
would have stayed nearly all the American Yearly Meetings 
Biboye alluded to, from cutting themselves ofT from Phila- 
delphia Y. M. 

The retrospect furnishes canse for deep thoughtfolneae ob' j 
the part of the members of London Y. M. , more eapecialiy 1 
when considered in connection with the effect produced on it*' I 
relationa with Friends in Canada by its action in the case of 1 
Western Y. M. 

Before proceeding further, however, I desire to observe, thfti 
three of the bodies with which London Y. M. correaponds,' J 
have acknowledged separatist Monthly Meetings within their, 
own borders. The meetings referred to are — Norwich, in I 
Canada ; Plainfield, in Western, and Swansea, in New England 
Y. M-t I mention these facts because they have had muclf I 
to do in bringing matters to a climax in those Yearly Meetings' 1 
— eapecidly in Western Y. M. — and because those members of j 
London Y. M. who have advocated its recent Hue of action, J 
take the ground that it ought to support constitutional order. | 

* " Brief NorrBldve," p. 31. t Pur details Beo Appendix D, p. 2S. I 
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"In Tha FrieJidtf Renew for Ninth Month 27th, a ci 
I «Bt writes : — 

" I da not believe there ia a sitigle Monthly Meedng belnaging to this 
Ye»rly Meeting [names «nd places are amitted,] in which there are not 
aching hearta, which, homo down by uthers, are grieving over the inno- 
VAbionE introduced and xtrenuausl; inaiBted upon b; aoms determined 
■pirita amongst them. Take the particular meeting of which I am a 

I mambec, for instBEcB They ask no permiBaion of the meet 

' ing ; all is carried over our heads I go to the place of worship, 

and BB Boon aa seated, some one or more breaks ont into singing (tJiey 
seem to be afraid of Bile nt waiting) ; a person from another meeting comef 
boldl; in and takes the head of the meeting, reads a chapter, aingl, 
preaches, or prays, calla upon all to testify, and not unfreqnently dis- 

Upon this the London Friend thus comments : — 
I " Who can read this letter without feeling deep sympathy witi 
I the writer ) We would fain hope that, though a faithful descrip- 
I ti-on of one meeting, it does not apply to munj, especially so far M 
I these words ai'e concerned, ' They ask no permission of the meet- 
I ing ; all ia carried over our heads \ ' but it forms a painful coutraet 
I to the glowing description of ' Peutecoatal blessing,' described in 
I the Yearly Meeting reports, and suggests many questions as to the 
I permonencyand depth ot the feelings then awakened. ... It 
I is as likely as not that the Yearly Meeting in which Uie writer 
I resides is neither Ohio nor Iowa, but there is bo mneh aimilajity 
I of action in these Western Yearly Meetings that it is difficult for 
L na in England to distinguish between them. . . . What we 
Ir now publish strengthens the conviction we have before espressedi 
B .that tome change in the mode of carryiiig on out corretpondenae 
K #ttA the American Tearlt/ Meetings must ere long take place." ' 
B The reference in the last sentence is to another leader in the 
B.lBimber for Fifth Month, 1884, which says : — 
I " The letter [by Wm. Tallack] we publish to-day on this Yearly 

■ Meeting's American correspondence, will be found, we believe, to 

■ represent a line of thought increasingly prevalent among ou>r 
H members. Similar views have often of late been expressed in tli9 I 
K Yearly Meeting at large." *^^^H 
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After referring to the schism of 1827-8, and to the New 
England and Ohio separations, it thus continues : — 

"In Bome of the oases just mentioned, our present e^atem of 
mutual official reeoguition hy yearly correspondence evidently 
tended to extend separaiioii from one Yeasiy Meeting to ariother 
with very painful results. . . . Within the last aii or seven 
years others have taken place, in Western, lowft, Canada, and 
Kansas. In all these separations, London. Yearly Meeting has 
offidaUi/ regarded the seceding party as heiiiff in the wrong, because 
it seceded. It has made no careful examination into the cause of 
secession, nor has it ever attempted to decide winch of the con- 
tending parties was in teaching and practice most in accordance 
with itfl own, or with the high standard it endeavours to uphold. 
. . . Is it not time for us seriously to consider whether it is 
well any lunger to continue a euatom which attaches t* our 
oorreHpondence responsibilities never contemplated at its origin, 
and never assoi^iated with it foi 160 years ? In some of the sepa- 
rations which have unfortunately led to legal proceedings, the 
maintenance or otherwise of correspondence with London T. M. 
has greatly influenced the decision of the judge. This again 
involves a serious responsibility. Are we called upon to bear it 1 
Surely some means can be devised by which helpful Christian 
fellowship may be maintained with our friends across the Atlantic, 
without its carrying ojkial recognition ? If such a course were 
idopted, and our correspondence were conducted with less form 
Mid more reality than has for some time been the case, we believe 
advantage would result to all concerned." 

The present juncture is a crisis in the Society, and much 
depends upon the action of London T. M. at its approaching 
nssiim. Hotwith standing its past course, its Deputation to 
Canada wbb kindly received and courteously listened to by the 
Orthodox Friends, and an opening with them, we may trust, 
atill exists. May London Y. M. not bar the door against it- 
self. Should it do so, the loss to itself will he greater than to 
the American Friends. Though in the Western law-suit the 
decision of London Y. M. weighed with Judge Hill, it would 
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now appear, by the decision of Judge Proudfoot, in the Cana- 
dian case, that the legal right* of Orthodox Friends are more 
secure without recognition by London Y. M. But are Ilnglish 
Frienda to he deprived of the miniatrations and spiritual aid 
of Orthodox American brethren) 

The objection to correspond with two bodiea, bearing the 
name of Frienda, in the same locality, arises from the practice 
of associating correspondence with title to membership. To 
r^ect an Epistle ia, in the words of John Hodgkin, to "practi- 
cally diaown " the body sending it, and to accept an Epistle is 
to accord all the privileges of memberahip to the body from 
which it emanates. So it is felt that to receive Epistles from 
two bodies in the same place, would be to accord memberahip 
to two bodies disowning each other. Froni this difficullj 
Yearly Meetings have sought to escape by a full acknowledg- 
ment of one body and disownmont of the other ; but, «a ob- 
served in the London Friend, this course has " tended to extend 
separation from one Yearly Meeting to another." All this 
rests on an anomaly in the existing constitutional relations of 
Yearly Meetings. It is admitted that, Dublin Y. M. excepted, 
each Yearly Meeting is entirely independent of every other. 
Whatever measures a Yearly Meeting may pass, however im* 
proper they may be (and we have seen to what lengths some 
meetings have gone), no other Y. M. has power to alter them. 
Yet membership in one Yearly Meeting gives full title to mem- 
bership in others. Hence the necessity of examining into the 
causes of separations, when they occur, and of not deciding upon 
teehnica! grounds. On the other hand, separations may occur, 
in which both parties may be more or leas in the wrong. 
Other* may arise from loca! causes which render it impossible 
for the two sections to work together, but which may not affect 
bodies at a distance to the same extent. Moreover, the object 
of the discipline being the restoration of the offender, ia there 
no claim upon Christian love and duty, not to withdraw hastily 
even from an erring body 1 
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Having regard to all these considerations, it appears to me 
that the adoption of the following proTisiona hy London T. 
M. would relieve hoth present and fnture difficulty. The» 
provimons to apply to all hodies in America, hearing the uama 
of Friends, and recognising the Divinity of our Lord JeauB 
Clirbt, whether such be at present in correspondence witi 
London T. M. or not. 

1. That upon receipt of certificataa of removal or ot 
membership, issued on behalf of members of American Year^ 
Meetings, it shall be discreiionarr/ with Monthly Meetings ta 
receive such persons as its members, and jtot ohlitjato>% 
That such persons shall first be visited by a Committee 
appointed by the Monthly Meeting, and, upon receiving theit 
report, the Monthly Meeting shall proceed as in the case of a 
pereon applying for membership on the ground of convinoe- 
raent. So long as birth-right memberahip is recognised by 
London Y. M., the reception of parents shall entitle theii 
minor children to membership, if such children were previously 
members. 

3. That ioBtead of certificates of removal, certificates <^ 
memberahip — addressed " To those to whom these may come," 
and not to any Monthly or other Meeting by name — be in 
fiiture issued on behalf of mejiibers of London Y. M. t»* 
moving to America. That such certificates bo given to the 
members removing, to ho by them sent into the Monthly 
Meeting with which they wish to unite. That upon receipt 
of information, either from the parties themselves or from 
the Meetings receiving them, that they have become members 
of such Meetings, a record to that effect be made in the 
Certifioale Book ; upon which they shall cease to be members 
of the meeting from which they have removed. 

3, That the Meeting far Sufferings be directed to forward 
to similar bodies, representing other Yearly Meetings with 
which London Y. M. does not at present correspond, the 
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namBB of its CorrespondentB, and to encourage them to 
forward to it the names of their Correspondents, in order that 
certificates and other documents may be known to be duly 
authenticated. 

4. That all Epistles addressed to London Y, M. shall he 
read in the Yearly Meeting, any Minute heretofore made 
notwithstanding; such Epistleg, however, to be first examined 
by the Meeting for Sufferings or other Committee appointed 
for the purpose. Should the Committee find unsuitable 
matter in any Epistle, they shall report it to the Yearly 
Meeting, which shall then decide for itself what coarse to 
take. Such Committee, however, to be guarded against 
taking exception from party bias. 

5. That it shall be optional with London Y. M. to write to 
any body bearing the name of Friends, and to answer or not 
any Epistle addressed to itself. That, in deciding, it seek to 
be guided by true rehgioua concern, and not by party consi- 
derations. 

6. That the Certificates of all ministers fiom abroad he 
examined by the Meeting for Sa£Ferings,or other body appointed 
by the Yearly Meeting, who are to be encouraged to seek 
Divine ijisdom to enable them to judge and advise in each 
case, apart from the influence of prepossession. 

Provisions for details, consequent on the foregoing, woidd 
have to be framed ; but the above will famish a sufficiently 
definite outline. 

Such provisions would enable London Yearly Meeting, with- 
out committal or embarrassment, to maintain a Christian 
intercourse with all bodies bearing the name of Friends and 
owning our Lord's Divinity, and wonld tend to check the spread 
of separation from following as the result of division i 
Jfearly Meeting. 



APPENDIX A. 

Thr ViBws OF J. B. Bbaithwaitb on B. C. Houbs's CBRTiriCATBS 
AND THE Separation in Western Yuarlt Meeting, 

Referred tO in Nulc (t) ^i. 2, aad (+) ;i. 6. 

Wien the separatioa in Western Y. M. was under conaidera- 1 
tioD in London Y. M., Barnnbaa G. Hobbs was alluded to by J. 
B. Braitliwaite aa " it dldy accraliied miniater on a visit to us."* 

With this view, however, we must join issue ; for the Minutes 
of London Y. M. state that the Certiticates of B. C. Hobba were 

"Bloomingilale Monthly Meeting, held the *th of Eighth Month, 1877 ; 
„ Quarterly „ Ifith 

" Western Yearly Meeting on Ministry and Oveiflight, held the IStfa 
and 17th of Ninth Month, 1877 i"t 
the loat date being subsequent to the separation, which took plaee j 
on the 15th of Ninth Month. Besides whith, the Certificates I 
were not endorsed bj the regular Correspondents of Western ] 
Y. M., but by the persons (of whom B.C. Hobba himself was one) ' 
appointed after the separation, as Correspondents of the section 
issuing the Epistle signed by Barnabas C. Hobbs. It is wdl 
known that an endorsement by the regular Correspondents of a 
Yearly Meeting is essential to the authentication of any document 
addressed to Meetings or persons outside its bounds, even if the 
document be only a Certificate of Membership or of Removal. 

The allusion to B. C. Hobbs formed a climax to mi address ai 
considerable length, into which were introduced a series of argn- J 
menta baaed on positions which stand opposed to those taken bf I 
London Yearly Meeting in its decisions upon some other impor- 
tant caaea (as shown iu the preceding pagefl). This, however, 
sppeara not to have been perceived by most Friends in the Meet- 
ing ; for it was the influence of that address which turned the 
current of sentiment, and led the Meeting to the decision to whiah 
it ultimately came. Such was the amount of sympathy evidently I 



• See Report m We British Fiiend tor SUth Month, 1878, | 
+ ProoeedingB of LonduQ Y. M, 1378, p. 3. 
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felt for the Frienda represented by Albert Maxwell and the Cor- 
respondents, that, before J. B. Braithwait* rose, the prevailing 
s of the Meeting (an shpwu by tlie Reporta) clearly waa, t« 
take a deliberate course, and (for that year, at least,) to treat the 
two bodies on an equal footing, aeparli of o/ie Yearly Meeting, 
and Bend to both either an Epistle or a Minate. 

The eloquent and feeling remarka of the speaker who followed 
J. B. Braithwaite are worthy of record in the pagea of history ;— 
" Alfred Wm. Bennett felt it a difficult matter to turn back 
the Meeting after what we had j uat heard ; but be waa persuaded 
that the previous feeling that was present in the Meeting waa 
the tight one. We have at present before ua no evidence on 
which we can rightly turn away those who have left. If they 
are the smaller body of the two in numbers, we know that this 
Yearly Meeting haa in time paat taken the course of recognis- 
ing the smaller body in a aimilar separation. If we take the 
course suggested by Thomas Harvey, we really diaown the 
small body, by refusing to reply to their Epistle. We have 
been told by Walter Rohaon, that many of them have borne 
the burden and heat of the day— they had amongst them, boiob 
of the mainstayH of the Yearly Meeting. Are we to decide 
that these are not Frienda! Cannot they claim to be one in 
doctrine with ua ) Does there not breathe through their 
Epistle a spirit in unity with us i He would ask Frienda to 
consider before they took this step. Why could we not send 
an Epistle to all the Friends in the Yearly Meeting, and send 
a copy to both the bodies composing it?"* 



"This Meeting 
concerning nnsound and mystical 
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THB Doctrine of thb Inward Light, 
Select Mbetino of tbe Yearly MBaTiNU or 

ICH XiONDON YeARLT MeETINQ CORRESPONDS. 
Re/erred to iii page 8. 
MtNDTE OP 1877. 
bronght into deep exercise and travail 



9 and expositions which 



'Biilish Friend. Siitb Month, 1878, p. 130. 
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appear here and there in certain of our membera, in oppoaitio- 
to the plain scriptural doctrines of man's darkness and deadnesa 
io sin by nature, and his redemption therefrom by the Lord 
Jesus Christ, whose shed blood is the alone means of cleansing 
the soul trota all the guilt of sin : it was directed that a non- 
acceptance of this doctrine is a manifest disqualification for the 
atation of Minister or Elder." 
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mportance of purgiax 
nd we hereby re-affirm 
the substance of the Minute of lost year, and subordinate 
Meetings are directed to carry out the instructions therein 
given, in reference to snch cases. We do not beliere that there 
is any principle or quality in the soul of man, innate or otIterteUe, 
which, even though riff/iily used, toUI soer tave a tingle soul; 
but that it pleased God, by the foolishness of preaching, to 
. aiiTe them that believe ; and the Holy Spirit is sent to couvince 
the ungodly of sin, who, upon repestajice towards God, and 
faith in Jesus Christ who died for ua, are justified by his blood. 
And toe repudiate the so-caUed doctrine of lAe inner light, or 
the gift of a portion of the Holy Bpirit i» the loul of every man, 
a* dangerout, untound, and wucripCural." 

In commenting on these Minutes, the Philadelphia Friend 
(for Fourth Month 19, 1879, from which they are here re- 
printed,) observes : — 

" Of what worth is the eipreseiou, ' The Holy Spirit is sent 
to convince the ungodly of sin,' when made by those who 
thus publicly declare they ' repudiate the »o-called doetrine of 
the Inner Light, or the gift of a portion of the Holy Spirit 
iu the Bool of every man, as dangerous, unsound, and unscrip- 
turair . . . 

"George Foi declares: — 'The Lord God opened to me, by 
His invisible power, how every man was enlighteued by tlio 
Divine IJght of Christ.' 'I saw it shine through all, and that 
they that bdieaed in it came out of condemnation, to the Light 
of Life, and became the children of it ; but they that bated it 
and did not believe i/i it, were condemned by it though they 
made a profession of Christ.' Again, ' I saw Christ died for 
all men, and enlightened all men and jnonien with His Ditine 
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6*viBO Light, and that none could be h-ue bdievers but those who 
believed therein,' 

" With this dflclaratioQ correspond all the ataadard writings 
— approved by the Society — of those Friendi who have ei- 
pounded to the world the doctrines and testimonieB truly held 
by Friends" 

The following, however, which was published in TheFriend^ 
H-ime for Second Month 28, 1886, ia 

n Extract from the Evidence in the case of WeHlaHe MonlMs 
Meeting, Canada, given in the Court of Appeal, in 1884, by 
David B. Vpdegraff, a prominent Revivai Preacher belonging 
to the Meeting itsuing the aboae Minutta. 

" The following passagea, from the officiftUy reported evidence 
in the above case, are placed before oar readers as a matter of 
not unimportant record. We withhold comment upon them at 
present, except to say, that we believe Home of the positiojis 
taken to be, as coming from a Friend, unprecedented. 

" On page SiG of the printed Evidence, David E. Updegraff 
being under examination aa a witneaa for the Plaintiffs, the 
following interlocution occurs : — 



" Q. Now will yoa tell me whether this is a Minute of yonr 
Yearly Meeting, '78 :— 'Tliia Meeting feels the importance of 
purging itself from, unaoundnesa in doctrine, and we hereby 
re-affirm the substantial Minute of last year, and subordinate 
Meetings are directed to carry oat the inatructiona therein in 
reference to such cases. We do not believe there ia any 
principle or quality in the Boul of man, which, even if rightly 
Qsed, will ever aave a single soul, the Holy Spirit is sent to 
convince man of sin— and we repudiate the ao-called doctrine 
of inner light or the gift of a portion of the Holy Spirit in 
the BOut of any* man, as dangerous, unsound and uuacriptural' 
Do you recognise that as a deliverance of your Yearly 
Meeting, 78 1 

"A. It isinasuspieiouslookingpaper, but Ithinkitiarigbt, 
aa near ts I can tell ; being from a paper called The Friend, 
dated '79. 






DUie Friaids' Reviem; ia the Minute the word is ' 



euery." 
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" §. Do you recogmse it ? 

" A. I would not like to say it 
stantiaUy I think it ia correct. 

" Q. Aud jou recognise it aa the teaching of your hody ? 

"A. Yes, I think BO. 

" Q. Waa it always the t<jaching of the Ohio Friends 1 

"A. I think 90. 

" Q. Even before your time ? 

"A. I think so ; we dou't believe in portions of God ; 
repndiate the idea of a portion of the Holy Spirit. 

" Q. Now do you recognise these other doctrinea : ' The 
only manifeatation of God in the world for the salvation of souk 
is through Hia cLuroh ; do you recognise that aa a doctrine ! ' 



Compare tlie Minutes and this evidence with the following 
testimony contained in a document from which other passages 
are quoted in the Book of Disciphne of Loudon *?. M,, 1834 
(p. ix.), and 1863 (p. 5.) ; of Dublin Y. M., ISil (p. viii.), and 
X864 (p. 7) ; and of Western T. M., 1865 (p. ! " " 

" ExtToets from, a Statement (or Dedaration) of Christian, See- 
trine, issued on behalf of the Socieiy, in, the year 1693." 
" For any, whom God hath gifted and called, sincerely to 
preach faith in the same Christ, both ae within and laitkout 
M, cannot be to preadi tvo Christa, but one and tlte same Lord 
Jesus Christ; having respect to those degrees of our spiritiial 
knowledge of Christ Jesua in us, and to hia own unapeakable 
folneaa and glory, as iu himself, in hia own entire being, 
wherein Christ himself and the least measure of His light or 
life, as iu us or in mankind, are not divided nor separable, 
no more than the sun ia from its light, iknd aa He ascended 
far above all heavens, that He might fill all things, Hia 
fulness cannot be comprehended or eonCained in any finite 
creature; but in some MEAsnM; known and experienced in na, 
aa we are capable to receive the same, as of His fulness wo 
have received grace for grace. Christ our Mediator received 
the Spirit, not by Mbasurb but in fitlness; but to every o: 
ua is given grace according to the measdrb of hia gift." 



APPENDIX C. 

SOMK ImPOBTANT PARTICDLAJta OP THE MaLOT LaW SOIt. ^ 
Re/erred lo on pp. 9-10, note (•) 

Thougt the Maloy trial ia now a subject of the past, it is a 
matter of history, and there are some significant points con- 
nected with it worthy of rememlirance. 

The first is brought to view in the account of it in the 
Philadelphia Friend, which the Editor states was " written by 
a dispassionate person who was present at the trial, and had 
excellent opportunities of knowing that of which he writes.'" 

He reports ; — 

"I was informed that Catharine MuUoy on her death-bedhad 
said ahe had rather her Will should be burned than that her 
money should fall into the hands of the Progreaaivea. At one 
time during the trial the judge suggested that as the testatrix 
knew that some Friends held sentiments different from others, 
if she had desired her Will to be administered only by those 
holding the established principles, she would have so expressed 
it thereiiL But it is to be remembered that in 1866, those of 
Progressive sentiments had not developed the great changes 
that they did afterwards ; and that Catharine Mulloy had 
probably never contemplated a separation in her meeting. "t 
S. After the separation took place. Alien Hadley, the Trnstee, 

Ijeolined to administer the interest of the Trust to eiYAft- party, 
11 he had legal protection which would relieve him from liabi- 

• lity to rival claims. At the same time he urged, — and the 

■ Meeting for Sufferings of the Friends whose Yearly Meeting 

■ Clerk was Albert Maxwell, also proposed— that this protection 
' should be given by a Uffal arbitration, whieh by the statutes of 

Indiana may be as complete as a suit at law. This proposal, 
however, was rejected by the Qnarterly Meeting belonging to 
the body with which London Y. M. corresponds, and its new 
TrtiBtees instituted suit in the Law Court, notwithstanding the 
I ihe principle professed by Friends against going to l&vf. 

•Philadelphia Fi-icnd, Ttnth Month, 8, 1881, p. 72. 
tibid., Tenth Month, 2U, 1881, p. 93. 
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3. The liequesta to Wliit« Lick Quarterly Meeting were three 
in number, one being a aum of $500 to aasial in building a 
meeting-house for the Quarterly Meeting. Suit was commenced 
for all these three ; but the Court holding that the danse giving 
$500 to asaiat in building a meeting-house, 'being strictly for 
denominationtLl purposes, entitled the Defendants to claim an 
investigation of doctrines and usages, to determine which wa« 
the true Society. Whereupon the J'lainiifs asked and obtained 
pertnistioii to drop out this dauae; ao the suit went forward on 
the other two. I make thia atatement on the authority of one 
of the principal witneaaea, from wliom I have received it direct 
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Re/erred to on page II. 



I, CANADA. 

When the publication of the " Beacon" in England, in 1830, in- 
troduced disunity into Hardshaw East Monthly Meeting, London 
Y. M. in that year appointed a Committee of thirteen of its lead- 
ing membera to attend to the case. After this Committee had 
had the matter under care nearly eighteen months, the Clerk of 
the Yearly Meeting, George Stacey, who was one of the Com- 
mittee, read atan adjourned Monthly Meeting, on Eleventh Month 
2nd, 1836, "a document from the Committee of the Yearly Meet- 
ing in reference to the meetings held in Manchester for Scripture 
reading in connection with ' v6cal exercisee in the way of eshor- 
tatioo and prayer ; ' which, being unauthorised, were considered 
by the Committee an unsafe innovation. The members of the 
Beacon party opposed this document with much warmth. . . . 
The aeparntiou of the Beacon party began in earnest at the next 
Monthly Meeting, the 10th of Eleventh Month, by letters of 
resignation tendered by twenty-eight membera. A month after- 
wards twenty others pursued the same eourae."* 



CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF FACTS 



actje ©wo eBvtBtle« 

'orwardedio Dub/in Yearli/ Meeting of 187 S hy the two Bodies claimin 

WESTERN YEARLY MEETING. 



lirat held ia Ninth 



I. 
[?B8TERN Yearly Meeiisq 
Month, 185S • 

In a letter, dated Eighth Month 17, 1881, written to ma 
and signed severally by Elkazer Bales, Robert W. Hodboh, 
and John P. WooD,t they state : — 

" In the year 1858, the time of the setting up of the Yearly 
Meeting, the record saya that Eleazer Bales, Eohert W. 
^^^K HodaoQ, Henry WiUon, and Matthew Stanley, were 
^^^B appointed Yearly Muetiug Correspondents. 

^HRTprintBd Minutes of London Y. M., 1S5S, p. 11; and 1SS9, p. 22. 

^^^TThe perusal of the letters of these Frienda impreaaea rae with a feel- 
ing of great regard for them, as meek, cooseientioUB, pioua, and tajthful 
CbriBtian men — patriarclis who bave borae the burden ajid concern of the 
Socdety for a long period of years. 

In another latlar, tdao dated Eighth Month, 17, 1881, John P. Wood 
writes that £/(ia:er Roiesviaa then in luB STth year; "hehaa been an 
acknowledged Minister of the Gospel for about 53 yeara, and is highly 
esteBmed for the work's sake, having travelled extenaiTely over the 
Piutad States, visiting all the Yearly MeetJnga, many of them mora 
than once, and many meetings belonging to them, in Gospel love. Rt^rt 
W. Hodtoa is in hia 85th year, and has accejitably filled the station of 
Elder for more than 60 yeara, and ia a Friend highly eateemed and beloved' 
by all Friends who know hrm. James Kersey is in his Slat year ; he has 
acceptably atood in the station of Elder tor *0 years. The Correspon- 
dents are all members of Select Meeting and Meeting for Sufferings, except 
James Kersey, wbo was released recently from the Masting for Sufferinga 
on account of infirmity." 
John P. Woods age at that date (Eighth Month, 1831,) was 76. 
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"The first mention ma.de of any change in the CorrresfMUj- 
denta we find in 1863, [when] John P. Wood waa appointed 
to fill the place of Heury Wilson, deceaised. 

" No further mention of change ia made until 1869, when we 
find that James Kersey was appointed Yearly Meeting Corre- 
spondent, in the place of Matthew Stanley, deceased. 

" From this time no change waa made previoas to the eepara- 

So that, in and after 1S69, the Friends under appointment as 

the Correapondents of Weatera Yearly Meeting -were — 

Elbazbb Balks, Eobbbt W. Hodson, John P. Wood, and 

J4MK3 Kersbt,* 

These four names are attached to each of the Epifltles bom. 

■Western to Dublin Yearly Meeting, for 1870, 1871, 1872, 

1873, and 1874. 

There are no Correspoadenta' names on the EpiBtles far 

1875 and 1876. The following explanation is given by 

John p. Wood r — 

" Of later yaarB, the Epistles, some of them, were ao very 
long that it waa with difficulty they could be placed on one 
sheet of paper ; and if the Correapundeuts' names were sent 
at all, it had to be done on a separate sheet. I have a letter 
trom my late dear friend, Samuel Bewley, lo whom. 1 invariably 
Meat the Epietle from Western Yearly Meeting to thai of Jhiblia, 
This letter ia dated Dublin, 11 mo. 2, 1875, in which he says; — 
'Thine of 26th ultimo, enclosing the Epistle from Weatem 
Yearly Meeting addressed to ours, reached me the day before 
yesterday.' I feel pretty well assured that had there been a 
lack of names of the Correspondents, he wonld have informed 

* Since the preceding was Erst printed, an liish Friend has favoured 
me with tbe " Book of MeetiitgH in Americat" publifihed at New York 
in 1860, which hehad had in hia poaspefion for acme yearp. The Corre- 
BpondentB of Western Y. M. pDblished in it are the Eame as mentioned 
above, Matthein Slanhy being the fourth name, whose decease, and the 
appointment of James Kersey in his place, are also cotiGed on s printed 
alip pasted in. 



me, and the ni 
of the Epistles 



E eapecially as he n 




On referring to the Epistles of 1875 and 1876, it will be 
found that at least one entirely fills the paper, and I belieTS 
the other very nearly fills it. 

About six weeks before the commeaccmont of Dublin 
Yearly Meeting in 1878, an Epistle, stated in the heading to 
be from Western Yearly Meeting, held from Ninth Month 
14th to 18th, 1877, was received* It bore the names of 
Eleazer Bales, Eoeebt W, Hodson, Jons P. Wood, and 
JiHEs Kersey, as Correapondeats, and of Albert Maxwell, 
as Clerk. 

At some time between the session of Western Yearly Meeting 
in 1877 and that of Dublin Yearly Meeting in 1878, an Epiatl^ 
stated in the heading to be from Western Yearly Meeting, 
held from Ninth Month lith to 20th, 1877, was received. 
It bore the following names : — as Correspondents, BAKNABiH 
C. HoBBS, Oliver Aldektbon, William Hadlet — and as 
C3erk, Barnabas C. Hobbs. 



* In the diaouaaion whicli aroao in Dublin Yearly Meeting in 13S1, it 
waa stated that, hearing uf the decease of Samuel Bewley, whioh 
oucurred on the 7tli of Tenth Month, 1877, John P. Wood was at a Ion 
to knon to whom to send the Gpiatle, but eventually he sent it to 
William rSreen, of Hillaborougli, the only rriend in Ireland whom he 
knew, but who, having travelled in America with certiBcates, was, aa a 
recorded mlniBter, an ex-nfficto member of the Yearly Meeting's Com- 
imttee. IC waa aocompanied liy a letter, askiiig him to forward it to 
the proper quarter. This Friend had it Bent on, through the post, to 
the Recording Clerk, who reorivod it at the latter end of Third Monti. 

By the 37tb Minute of Dublin Yearly Meeting, ISfifi, Thoma» 
White Fisher waa chosen, conjoiiitly with Somuet Bewley {the latter 
having previously served), " as our Correspondenla with the Yearly 
Ueebing of London, for tiie approbation of aaid Meeting." But 
no mention of America is made in the Minute ; and the " Book of 
Meetings in America," published at' New York three years after- 
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The receipt of two Epistles being evidence that a lUvision 
had taken place, the duty of the Yearly Meeting's Committee 
clearly was to forward hoth to the Yearly Meeting, without 
fevouriug either ; so that the Yearly Meeting might come to 
to an unbiassed eonoluaioa upon the merits of the case. 

Reference to the records in the custody of the Yearly 
Meeting's Committee would have shown that the Correspon- 
dents' namea on the Epistle signed by Albert Maxwell were 
the same as those attached to the Epistles of several preceding 



wonU, viz., in 1869, tiny makes no menlion of T. W. Tiiher, 
but ^TBg the nnme of Sunuel Bewley alone aa Correapondent of 
Dublin Y. M. I am informed frotn New York that more reoflnt 
editione are nob to bo had, being out of print and the Beriea diecon- 
tiniied. On the fith of Fourth Month, 1834, Albert Maxwell wrote 
me, for John P. Wood (since deceoaeil), whoie etretigth, Albert Maxvrell 
M^jt, was thsD fall[ng, thon^ his roemory wits clear and bright — that 
J. P. W. " can find no account of the appointmsnt of T. W. Fisher u 
CorcHBpDncient ever having Iwen certified to Western Y, M. — thinks it 
HHTer waa." After J. P. Wood's decaaae, A. M. wrote : — " I think there 
i< no doubt that T. W. Fisher was not known to our Correapondenta in 
1877 as a CorrespondEnt of Dublin Y. M." T hare been informed, in 
Dublin, that (besides the Clerk) S. Bewlo; u/oiie signed the Epistles sent 
to America in 1877 — the year of the Western separation. These parldau- 
lare aiu^unt for J. P. W.'s dieoult; on hearing of the dooeaee of S. 
Bewlej. Writing to me 9 mo. 2, 1883, J. P. Wood said that, by letter 
dated Third Month IB, 187S, William Green acknowledged the receipt 
of " two Epistles, one for our Yearly Meeting of Men Friends, the 
other for the Women, which," he added, " I have forwarded to theiT 
proper destination." As to the time when the EjMstlea were forwarded, 
3. P. W. Bays, that he haa do idea that there was " any improper delay 
In forwarding them," and that " it is no unusual occurrence for Epistles 
to be received about the time of holding the Yearly Meeting." The 
ProoeedingB of Dublin Y. M. for 1676, Min. 6 ; for 1883, Min. 7 ; uid 
for 1884, Min. 7, show that Epistles dated the previoos year, from 
Yearly Meetiuga other than Western, sometin^es arrive dose to and 
Men ojier the conimenoeoient of Dublin Yearly Meeting. 
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years, and alao that the Epistle wan in the caine handwriting 
as the Hpiiile of 187 i. 

A pamphlet also was at some time received, intituled, Min- 
utes of Western Yearly Meeting, held Ninth Month, 14-20, 
1877. It did not, however, come through any of the Friends 
who were in the station of Correspondent in Western Yearly 
Meeting in 1876-7, through whom, as has been said, the 
Epistles for so many years had come. Therefore, as Cones' 
pondents are appointed to transmit and verify documents, it is 
clear that the pamphlet was not properly authenticated." And 
as the receipt of two Epistles was in itseK, as already observed, 
proof that a separation had taken place, nothing could be more 
obvious than that this pamphlet was not issued by the undi- 
vided Meeting, but by one section only, and, therefore, that 
it was of no higher authorifi/ than the Epistle emanating from 
the same body. 

On the hack of its title-page ia a list of officers, which gives, 
as Conespondents, the names on tlie Epistle signed by B. C. 
Hobba; but they were not appointed before the separation, aa 
will be seen by a comparison of dates. 

The pamphlet contains the following Minute, under date of 
the first sitting. Ninth Month 14th : — 

"11. The Hepreaentativea were directed to attend to the 
following Hubjecta ;— 

" First — To propose to next sitting the name of a Friend for 
Olerk, find two for Assistants. 

" Second — To audit the Treasurer'a Accounts 

" Third — To receive the packages of Minutes, &o. . . . 

" Fourth — This Meeting being informed that its Board of 
Trustees ia incomplete, and alao its appointment of Yearly Meet- 
ing Correspondents, tliey are alao to report to a future 
the names of Trustees to hold and have charge of the 
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^K of tMa Meeting; and also a. revised list of Yearly Meeting 

mm' Correspondents." 

On this it may be observed that our own list of Yearly 
Meeting Correspondents became "incomplete," througb the 
decease of Samuel Eewley; but that circumstance did not 
diaqualify his surviving colleague, nor would the status of the 
aurvivoT have been in any way affected in the interim by the 
appointment of a Committee to revise the list. This is further 
illustrated by our practice in regard to Overseers, who continue 
to hold office during a revisioo. 

Eleazer Bales, Eobert W. Hodaon, and John P. Wood, in 
the letter already quoted from, refer to the Minute thus ; — 

t" It is not very intelligible, taking the facta iuto considera- 
tion. The facts ai-e, the Board of Trustees waa incomplete, 
CBiiBed by the death of one or more of the original members. 
. The list of CorreBpondents ircu complete, and just as it 
had stood since the appointment of Jamea Kersey in 1869." 
I will further observe that had the Correspondenta been 
discharged at the time when the Minute was drawn up, 
it can hardly bo supposed that B. C. Hobbs would have 
failed to have distinctly expressed it in the Minute. 

tBnt in the letter from the three Friends above mentioned, 
ley distinctly say ; — 
" The Correspondents whose names are attached to ths 
JBpiatle signed by Albert Maxwell, were in that station at the 
time of the separation, and continue to serve in that station in 
our Yearly Meeting. They were not releaaed iiefore the 
aeparatioix." 

As already mentioned, the Minute was made on the 14th of 
Ninth Month, 1877. The separation occurred the next day, 
the ISth. All the Correspondents united with one section, 
and the Clerk, B. C. Hobbs, with the other. 

The Meeting with which the Correepondents anited 
^^)pointed Albert Maxwell as Clerk. 



It concluded its buainesB on the 18tb of Kinth Month, as 
ita printed Minutes and its Epistle to our Yearly Meeting J 
ehow. 

On the same day {18tli) the Eepresentatives in the othac I 
Meeting reported aa to Trusteees, and iwo days aftsrwarda I 
they sent in a Report proposing new Correspondents. 

The Minutes adopting these Eeports confirm the ■ 
above stated, respecting the Minute committing to the Eepre- 
sentatives the nomination of Trustees and the revision of the , 
list of Correspondents. 

The Minute adopting the Eeport proposing Trustees is aa 
follows :— 

"38. Tbe Representatives have reported for appointment as i 
Trustees of this Meetiog, to hold and manage ita property, JeaEM I 
Homey, Wilfiam Had ley, Charles Reeve, Calvin Oabom, 
and Benjamin Vestal. This Meeting approves of the names 
proposed, and Jesse Homey, Wilham Hadley, Charles Reeve, 
Calvin Oaborn, and "Benjamin Vestal, are appointed Tmsteea 
accordingly, in plane of Charles Lowder, Samael Mendenhall, 
and Isaac Baldwin, the surviving Truateea, appointed in Ninth 
Month, 1868, and now released. The Clerk is directed to see 
that a suitable certificate of their appointment is entered on the 
records of Hendricks Couuty." 

The words " and cow released " fix the date when the , 
surviving Trustees were discharged, and show that they wera 
released on the 18th of Ninth Month, 1877, and not before. 

The Minute of Ninth Month 20th, respecting the Corre- , 
apondents is very similar. It mns thus : — 

" 44 The following report ia received from the Repi-esenta- 
tivea: — 

[Hare fonom the HepoH.] i 

" The names proposed by the Representatives are approved, 
and Earnabiis C. Hobl®, Ohver Albertaon, and William Hadley 
are appointed Correspondents of this Yearly Meeting, and the ] 
Frienda standing appointed hitherto are released." I 
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That is — Jh>e days after the Beparation had taJien place, and 
'iteo days after Albert Maxwell' a meeting hadfinielied its bitsmn, 
the other meeting appointed now Cocroapondents, and then, 
and not h&fore, disohai^ed the old Correspondents, as they hid 
dischai^ed the former Truateea. 

Thus the Minutes, drawn np by Eamabas C- Hobbs, beat 
out the statement of Eleazer Bales, Robert W. Hodson, and 
John P. Wood, that " the Correspondents whoso names are 
attached to the Epistle signed by Albert Maswell, were in 
that station at the time of the separation." 



On the other hand, the new Correspondents, as they were 
appiiinted after the division had taken place, could not rightlj 
be called "the regular Correspondents;" the "regular Corre- 
spondents" of a Yearly Meeting being, aa Jonathan Km 
defined the term, in the discussion in Dublin Yearly Meeting 
in 1881, (Ae Corrmptmdeniis holding thai station before a 
m occurs. The correctness of this definition will be 
m topparent, when it is considered that the Correspondents who 
B^are in that station before a separation, are those appointed l^ 
1 a Meeting in its entirety ; while those appointed after a MeetlDg 
Ljias divided, are appointed by a section only. An;/ other vieis 
w: filcndd stviti/i/ the office oj Correspondeid ; for, the appointment 
J for the purpose of verificati(m, nothing else can is 
V recognised under the discipline as an avtheMication ofdocumenta 
•i from one Tearly Meeting to another, and, therefore, the 
ECbrTespoB<fenfs holding o^^iee — that is, those form&rly appoint^, 
(tfre THB ONLY MEiNS hy whidi information of a new appoiiOmai 
n he authenticated. 



It will thus be seen that the Epistle signed by Albert 

Sfaxwel), as Clerk, was the Epistle which came through tha. 

fciegular Correspondents of Western Nearly Meeting. 



In the Proceedings of Dublin Yearly Meeting, held in 
1881, the foreign Epiatles are introduced fay the following 
Minute ; — 

"8. The Yearly Meetiog's Committee reports :— 

"Epiatles addressed to this Meeting have been teceiTed from the 
following Yeiiriy Meetingfl." [Here follow the names.] 

In 1883, 1883, and 188i, the Minute was similar, viz. :— 
" 7. The Yearly Meeting's Committee reports :— 

" Epistles have been received from the following Yearly Meeting^ 
aod are preEentec! herewith." [Here follow the names.] 

But, on referring to the Proceedings for 1863 to 1870 (the 
first yeaia in which they were printed}, it will be seen that the 
practice of the Yearly Meeting at that period was, not to record 
the receipt of Epistles till after they had been read. 
Thus the 4th Minute of 1863 states :— 

" Epiatles, addressed to ua hy the following Yearly Meetings, 
held in 1862, have been read, viz., London, New York, New 
England, and Western; they, together will) others vihich viay 
be received and accepted by this Yearly Meeting, are referred to 
the Eepreaentatives and other Friends present, with the view of 
preparing, as aAilitif may be afforded, drafts of Epistles ad- 
dressed to any or all of the Yearly Meetings with which we 
correspond,"* 

•The 9th Minute of 1864, 1665, 1866, says :—" Epistles, addressed to 
OB by the following- Yearly Meetings , . have been recctKerf ant/ reaif." 

The Sth Minute of 186T and of 1S6S runs :—" Epistles, addressed to lu 

by the following Yearly Meetings in America, have betn 

Ttad." [Here follows a full list uf the Yearly Meetings.] 

In 13S9 there are two Minutes — the StL, which refuis to six Yearly 
Meetings, including London, and the 11th which refers to Indiana, Balti- 
more and Canada; but both are thus worduii : — " Epistles, addressed to us 
by the following Yearly Meetings, have bean read at this time." [Than 
follow the names.] 

In the Minute of 1870 tho same words are used. 
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But in 1871, 1872, and 1873, a different practice oltwned; 
for the Epistles were recorded as "received" before moat (if 
any) of them had been read. 

In 1874 and 1875, however, the Epistles were not recorded 
as received, but aa having " been read." 

In 1876 and 1877 the word "received" was again intro- 
duced. The Minute runs as follows ; — 

"6. Epistles, addressEd to this Meetiog, have been received 

from thetoUowing Year I7 Meetings." [Here follow the ni 

It will be Been that this Minute is the same in form as the 
Eeport of tho Yearly Meeting's Committee sent in with the 
Epistles (see p. 37) and that the Clerk of the Yearly Meeting 
adopted the Committee's Report aa a Minute of the Yearly 
Meeting, 

In the Proceedings of 1878 the two following Minutes 

B Fourth-day Afternoon, 1st of Fifth Month. 

H "7. Epistles, addressed to this Meeting, have been rect 

^r from the following Yearly Meetings : — 

^B London, Iowa, Baltiinare, 

H New York, Weatem, North Carolin*, 

^P New England, Indiana, Canada." 

B Ohio, 

V Fifth-day Morning, 2nd of Fifth MorUL 

H " 13. The Yearly Meeting's Committee reports ; — 
^L " Besidea the Epistles already reported, an Epietle hoa aleo been 

^V recdved, purporting to be from. Weatem Yearly Meeting, and signed. 
^H b; Albert Maxwell, Clerk, but it lias not come through the, reguhr 
^ft Correapondeiits of Wrslem Yearly Meeting. It ia Bent becewith. 
^M " This Epistle ia referred back to the Yearly Meeting's Com- 
^Pmittee, who are requested to write a kind letter of explanatioa 
^Pto the Friend who signed the Epistle, stating the reasons why it 
^Hpould not be received." 

HrThefle Minutes being dated respectively Fourth and Fifth- 
Hny, it would be supposed that Dublin Y. M. had recorded 
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one of the "Weatera Epistles befoie ponsidermg tlie other. 
8nch, however, was not the case. For it was not until after 
Minute 13 had been made, on Fifth-day, that the Minute 
dated Fourth-day was submitted to the Meeting, as it stande, 
including " Wedeni " among the Yearly Meetings from which 
Epistles had been received.* 

The Epistles had been introduced on Fourth-day by a Eeport 
from the Committee. It was in the usual form mentioned 
above (oh page 37), and made no mention of anything out of 
ordinary couree in ooaneetion with the Epistle which it 
reported to have been received from Western Yearly Meeting. 
But the Eeport read the next day (as quoted in Minute 13) 
discloeed the fact that two Epistles, claiming to be from 
"Western Y. M., bad been received, one being signed by Albert 
Maxwell, as Clerk. The other was signed by Barnabas C. 
Hobbs, though his name did not appear in the Eeport. By 
stating that " besides the Epistles alreaily reported, an Epistle 
has also been received, ■purporting to be from Western Yearly 
Meeting, and signed by Albert Maxwell, Clerk;" — the second 
Report construed the Western Epistle, previously reported, to 
mean the Epistle signed by Barnabas C. Hobbs — a limited 
meaning not conveyed by the first Eeport when read to the 
Meeting. Thus the Committee took upon themselves to 
decide which of the two bodies was Western Yearly Meeting, 
and ao to lead the Yearly Meeting. 

The Clerk of the Yearly Meeting, however, introduced both 
Epistles together, by saying that there were on the table two 
Epistles, both purporting to bo from Western Yearly Meeting ; 
and it would be for the Meeting to decide which it would 
accept. But shortly afterwards he added that he " thought we 

* I believe that oa Fourth -day the Clerk renJ the Minute aa far as the 
words " New England;" but certainly he did not submit it in ita com- 
pleted form till the next day, after the diflcusBiou on Western Y. M. had 
iioncluded. 
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should accept the Epistle which was properly accreditfld bj 
the Correspondenta. "" By the accouats of the diBcnsaion 
given in the British Friejid and London Frienil, it will be 
I that a second point was introduced, viz., whether only 
that Epistle should be read which the Meeting ehould deeido 
to accept, ot whether, in the first place, both Epistles ehonld 
bo read. Among the speakers mentioned by name, there was 
great difference of sentiment ; hut a majority of others sup- 
porting the Clerk's suggestion, he " decided to read only the 
-authorised Epistle."* He then drew up Minute 13, already 
quoted, and afterwards read the Epistle signed by B. C. Hohbs.' 
Twenty days after this, London Yearly Meeting convened, 
via, on the 22nd of Fifth Month. In the afternoon of that day 
it adopted a Minute coramBncing as follows : — 

" We have received Epistles from two bodies of Frienda 

styling themselves Western Yearly Meeting ; one signed by 

Barnabaa C. Hobbs, who has for many years been Clerk to that 

Yearly Meeting, and the other signed by Albert Maxwell M 

Clerk, autherdicated bf three of the Friends wito have aeled tu 

Correapondentt. These Epistles have both been read."t 

It will be seen that Dublin Yearly Meeting came to the 

conclusion not to receive the Epistle signed by Albert Maxwell, 

on the supposed grounds that the Epistle signed by B. C. Hobbs 

came through the regular Correspondeats, and that the Epistle 

eigued by Albert Maxwell did aot. Additional proof is 

given, further on, that these were the groaads on which that 

conclasioa was based. On the other haad, the Miaate of 

London Yearly Meetiag ignores Correspoadeata in con- 

nexioa with the Epistle sigaed by B. C. Hobbs, and states 

that the Epistle sigaed by Albert Maxwell ia " authenticated 

by three of the Friends who have acted as Correspondents." 

In order to understand why such prominent allusion la 



made to the CorreBpondents, it is necessary to bear in mind 
the fancttons Of these offl<:ers. 

The appointmeat of Cleric of a Yearly Meeting is for one 
year only, and bis duties are entirely of on internal character. 

The transmiaaion of documeata to places beyond the bounds 
of the Yearly Meeting does not appertain to bim , 

That fimction belongs to the Uomspondenis, whose office is 
necessHiily pei-manent. Their names attached to a document 
are an attestation of its authenticity. They are the only 
official means by which other Yearly Meetings can know 
that such document-3 have been issued by the Meeting feom 
which they purport to emanate, or that the person who signed 
them as Clerk had right authority. 

Therefore, as the Keport of the Yearly Meeting's Committee 
on the Epistle signed by Albert Maxwell, states that it did 
"not come through the regular Correspondents of Western 
Yearly Meeting," those words signify that the Epistle signed 
by him, as Clerk, did not come through the Correspondents 
who held office when the separation occurred ; and they likewise 
imply that the other Epistle had come through those Corres- 
pondents, And so the Eeport was understood by the Yearly 
Meeting, Of this, if necessary, proof could be given. 

An article appearing in the Philadelphia Friend of Tenth 
Month 19th, 1878, stating that the names attached to the 
the Epistle signed by Albert Maxwell were those of the 
Correapondenta of Western Yearly Meeting, who were appoint- 
ed respectively in 1858, 1863 and 1869, I drew the attention 
of two members of the Dublin Yearly Meeting's Committee to 
it, also to the corroborative testimony of the Miuute of London 
Y. M., and to the discrepancy between the Dublin Minutes and 
these authorities. Investigation confirmed the statement pub- 
lished in the Philadelphia Friend; for the Western Epiatle 
for 1874 and that signed by Albert Maxwell, being a 
cords of Dublin Y. M., both were found to he e 
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with the Correspondents' names mentioned in the Philadel- 
phia Friejid. 

The Minutes of Dublin Yearly Meeting, 1879, record : — 
" 8. The Yearly Meetin^a Committee reports :^ 

" Ab directed by last Yearlj Meetmg (Min. 13), this Commlttoe 
returned the Epiatle purporting' to ba from Western Yearly Meeting 
and signed by Albert Maxwell aa Clerk, sccompanied b; a letta 
expliuning why it could not be received by our Yearly MeaUng." 

DO reason to douLt that the Friends with whom I 
had eommmiicated brought the result of their jnvestigatiom 
before the Yearly Meeting's Committee. Eat it will be 
observed, that no mention of those facts is made in the above 
Eeport, which was the only one presented in 1879 referring 
to the Meeting of which Albert Maxwell was Clerfe. 

It being thus left to me to call the attention of the Yearly 
Meeting to the above mentioned discoveries, I did so, and 
showed that the ruling upon which the Yearly Meeting had 
been led to reject the Epiatle signed by Albert Maxwell, 
would, rightly a,pplied, have led to the opposite conclusion. 

This called up an explanation on behalf of the Committee, 
that in reporting in 1878 upon the Epistles, they had been 
guided by the printed Proceedings of the Meotiug from which 
the Epistle aigned by B. C. Hobbs had come. As, however, 
the dates in those Proceedings sustain the facts which had 
in brought before the Yearly Meeting, this apology showed 
Lt the Committee had made no careful investigation before 
lorting in 1878. Thia, indeed, was admitted, and, in exten- 
nation, want of time, and the non-existence of a " Correspond- 
ents Book," were pleaded. The apology, therefore, in no 
way altered the facts which had been laid before the Meeting 
or the consequences issuiug from them. 

It will be seen that the Minute of 1878 does not direct the 
letum of the Epistle signed by A. Maxwell. In connexion 
this, an incident occurred, which tended to divert the 
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attention of the Meeting fiom tlie points at issue, 
above explaoation had been given, a memher of the C 
remarked, that he did not know how the Epistle could have 
been seen among the Eetorila of Dublin T. M., when it had 
been, returned to Albert Maxwell. Other i 
Committee who had seen the Epistle, bu 
explanation, that, the Epistle having come in duplicate, one 
being addressed to the Women's Yearly Meeting, and one 
only having been returned, the other remained in the posses- 
sion of the Meeting. But when the Proceedings were passing 
through the press, the following paragraph was appended, on 
page 31 :— 

" Nole on Minute No. 6. — Since the conclusion of tte Yearly 1 

Meeting, the Yearly Meeting's Committee has discovered that j 

its EepoW given in Minute No. 8 was incorrect so far as it 

relates to the return of the Epistle, The letter addressed to 

Albert Maxwell was duly forwarded, but the Epistle itself was 1 

not returned." j 

As the Eeport of the Committee was not accompanied by a | 

copy of their letter to Albert Maxwell, I proposed that one | 

should be brought in and read. The request was not acceded 

to, but an offer was made that I might see it out of meeting. ] 

This I felt it more proper not to avail myself of. But when, 1 

some time after, the Committee sent a copy to the Plaintife ] 

m the law-suit against Allen Hadley and other Friends of the I 

Orthodox Western Y. M., I obtained a copy from America, ] 

after the trial was over. It was taken from that on the file of A 

the Supreme Court of Indiana, and is as follows : — A 

" Dear Frieud ^M 

" Albert Maxwell 1 

" The Epistle signed by thee addressed by Friends of Westem I 

Yearly Meeting in Ninth Month last to Dublin Yearly Meeting 1 

• . of Friends came duly to hand also another Epistle signed by 1 

^Hfamabas C. Hobbs. I 
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"The receipt of these two Epistles waa a cause of deep 
U3 and brought our meeting nnder a feeling of 
n account of the evidence thua afforded of a want of 
unity lunongat you. 

" The Epistle signed by Barnabas C. Hobba camo through 
the regular Correspondent it waa the judgment of the Yearly 
Meeting that it ought to be received and read and the Teariy 
Meeting's Committee was directed to write to thee and inform 
thee of this decision. In doing so we desire to express 
sympathy with the Friends of your Yearly Meeting in the 
trying position in which they are placed, and also the hope that 
they may be enabled to exercise mutual forbearance as respects 
any differences either in opinion or practice. 

" We regret much that any difference should have arisen 
amonget those who are we doubt not Brethren of the same 
household of faith and we earnestly hope that by the continued 
exercise of that charity which suffereth long and is kiud ali 
before long cease to exist. 



" On behalf of the Teariy Meeting's Committee of Dublin 
Yearly Meeting held 19th of 8th Month 1878. 

"Hbnrt Wiohah Clerk." 



As to the extent to which Dublin Y. M. was brought un- 
der " a feeling of exercisa" and "deep concern," Friends who 
were present must judge for themselvea individually. For my 
own part, as I did not see the passage till First Monthj 1884, 1 
desire to express myself with becoming diffidence, but may Bay 
that mj impression waa very different. On the other hand, 
SB the letter dates more than four months after the discussion, 
the memory of the Committee may in the meantime have 
'beoomo indistinct. Surely, had such a feeling so covered the 
I Meeting, a record of it should and would have been made in 

e Minute. But it contains s 



The publiahed Reports state that 

" Jamet Green wished the Meeting to seek that wisdom which 
is profitable to direct, lest, acting unwisely, we might divide in 
Jacob and aeiitter in larael, 

" Joseph Lytidall said. Let us not be deceived or consider this ] 
a small matter. Until we know the merits of the case, we 
cannot form a true j udgment. We should recognise our fellow- 
believers who are oq the aure foundation. 

" C Elcodc. — ^A separation is a thing to be most carefully 
avoided ; but when it has taken place, we cannot cure the sore 
by salve without examining the wound. . , . I do Dot see 
how it is possible for the Committee to write to our brethren, 
unless both Epistles ai'e read in this Meeting ; aud tite exereitt 
foUowing would guide it."* 

The Reports, thougli not full, are known to have beea 
written by a Friend who had no bias unfavourable to the body 
represented by E. C. Hobbs ; yet the above are the only sen- 
timents mentioned indicating concern. From which it appears 
that such a feeUi^ did exist amongst some present ; but the i 
sequel shows that their advice was not followed. ^ 

Indeed, the suggestion of the Clerk, that " wo should accept 
the Epistle which was properly accredited by the Correspond- 
ents," made, aa it was, very soon after he opened the discussion, I 
tended to check the spread of exercise over the Meeting, by 
diverting its attention to those tochnicalitioa upon which the [ 
matter was eventually decided. 

It should also be borne in mind that Irish Friends, sharing 
the national character, are warm-hearted, hospitable, impulsive. 
Thus their sympathies were for the time largely absorbed in. ■ 
the concerns of B. C. Ilobba, who was present, to the exclusion i 
of the interests of those absent Friends whose Epistle was not i 
read, but amongst whom, as we learn from the London Depu- | 
tation, were those whom "many . . . Friends . . • 

^F * British Friend, Siith Month Ist, 187S, p. 1S6. 



jadgment they havSi^^^l 
Church."* ^^ 
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have loved aad trosted, and on 

been wont to lean in the concerns of the Church."* 

There is in some respects a remarkable difference between 
the letter and the Eeports of the Committee, 

In the letter, no mention ia made of the way in which the 
Epistles were introduced to the Yearly Meeting by the Com- 
mittee's Reports, which, as has been pointed out, treated one 
Epiatle as being from Western Y. M., and the other (signed by 
Albert Maxwell) aa "piirporHmj to be from Western Yearly 
Meeting." On the other hand, the Epistle signed by Albert 
Maxwell is acknowledged in the letter to have come from 
"Friends of Western Y. M.," while that signed by E. C. 
Hobbs is allndcd to indefinitely, as " another epistle." 

Again, the Report stated that the Epistle signed by Albert 
Maxwell did "not come through the regular Correspondents 
of Western Y. M,," and only implied that the other Epistle 
did ; while the letter states distinctly that the Epistle signed by 
B. C. Hobbs " came through the regular Con'espondent," and 
does not state, except by inference, that the Epiatle signed by 
Albert Maxwell did not. 

It is also to be observed that, in the letter, the singular 

lUBt linber is used for " Correspond en ts,"t and the words "of 

iTeBtem Yearly Meeting" are omitted. Framed in this loose 

tence might either be understood to refer to 

B Correspondents in America, or be construed to mean the 
eapondent in Dublin, The latter construction, of course, 

laid be unreasonable, because the authentication of docu- 

mfs depends not on the persons by whom they are received, 
but upon the endorsement of the Correspondents by whom they 
are sent. 



• Report of tha Deputation to visit 
" n Y. M., 1879, p. U. 
m iafonced Ijy Albert Maxwell tl 



n Y. M. Prooeedings ol 
GnaJ a was omitted in 



To acconnfc for these differences, the eoncluBion forces itaelf 
upon the mind, that in view of the very great contrast between 
their Eeporte and the Minute of London Y. M., the Committee 
felt themselves in a difBculty when they came to write a "let- 
ter of explanntioii " to Albert Maxwell. 

Again, the announcement, that " it was the ^jadgment of the 
Yearly Meeting " of Dublin, that the Epistle signed by B, C. 
Hobbs "ongbttobe received and read," not being joined to 
the preceding clause by any connecting word, it is loosely put, 
as if the decision miyht or mirjht not have been the conse- 
quence of tbe alleged circumstance that the Epistle came 
through the regular Correspondent 

Indeed, in Dublin Y. M. in 1881, a member of the Yearly 
Meeting's Committee said that the Yearly Meeting arrived at 
its conclusion in 1878 on other grounds, not expressed in the 
Minute. But this opinion, which implied that Dublin Y. M, 
entered into the merits of the case, cannot be admitted without 
casting upon that Meeting the very grave teEection that it 
decided the matter upon ex-parte. statements. For not only 
was B. 0. Hobbs, who had signed the Epistle which was read, 
permitted to he present, but full opportunity was afforded him 
to state his views ; while the Meeting having Albert Maxwell for 
Clerk was not represented, except by its Epistle, the reading 
of which was not permitted. Had it been read, it would have 
been found to refer to the causes of the separation. Therefore, 
in view of these circumstances, to say that Dublin Yearly 
Meeting decided the case after considering its merits, is to say 
that Dublin Y. M. decided a cause after a trial scarcely to b« 
surpassed for partiality. 

During tbe discussion it was stated that the body sending 
the Epistle signed by B. C. Hobbs, numbered 12,500, against 
ten hundred having Albert Maxwell for Clerk, 

tat the Meeting was reminded that the question was not j 
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one of uumbGrs, and thnt, is the cose of the Obio 
Dublin Y. M. rejected the Epistle of the larger and sound bodj, 
eigned by the former and regular Clerk, and accepted the 
Epiatle of tho smaller and tteceding body, signed by a new 
Clerk, with which latter body Dublin Y. M, has ever aiiiGs 



Another speaker referred to the fact, that in. 1828 the 
adherents of Elias Hicka were a considerable majority in 
some of the Yearly Meetings, and he asked, — should such a 
separation again occur, and the Correspondents unite witi 
the unsound section, ought Dublin Y. M. to reject a body of 
orthodoi Friends, aad receiFe the Epistle of an unsound body, 
because of its being the lai^r, or because the Correspondents 
bad endorsed its Epistle ! 

No reply was made to any of these remarks ; but a number 
of voices were raised in favour of the opinion, that the Epistle 
coming through the regular Correspondents ought to be 
accepted. 

That such was the ground on which the subject was decided, 
the Committee themselves record. In their Report to the 
Yearly Meeting in 1879, they state that they had forwarded to 
Albert Maxwell, " a letter ei-^laining why [the Epistle signed 
by him] could not be received by our Yearly Meeting." 
What was the explanation given in that letter 1 There is 
nothing in it that caa in any way be construed into e. reason 
for the non-acceptance of the Epistle, except the sentence 
referring to the Correspondents. The report clears up the 
ambiguity of the sentence in the letter, and interprets its 
meaning. And so it was understood by Albert Maxwell, for 
he wrote, Sixth Month 8th, 1881 :— 

" I received a communication from Heury Wigham, Clerk of the 
ft'eu-lj Meeting's Committee, dated 19t!i ot 8th Mouth, ]878, 



,n account al the Uhio separatioi 
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giving inform&tiou that the Epistle was rejected on acconnt of itn 
uot baviitg come through the r^ular Correspondents, . . . 
When I received fho letter ... we were expecting soon to 
have an opportunity for free verbal conference with a Committee 
of London Y. M. . . . But, as thej did not seem disposed to 
go into an investigation of facU, we were disappointed," &c. 

The manner in which tho Dublin Yearly Meeting's Com- 
mittee, in their letter to Albert Maxwell, ti'cat the " differences 
ID opinion and practice " which caused the separation, shows 
that either they were not properly informed, or that they had 
not an adequate aenae of the gravity of those differences. 

In 1880 the Yearly Meeting was informed that " no Epistle 
from Western Y. M. bad been received." 

In 1881 the following Report of the Yearly Meeting's Com- 
mittee waa read at the third sitting of the Yearly Meeting ; — 
'• The Clerk of the Yearly Meeting (Henry White) ttane- 
mitted to this Committee, in Third Month last, a conununicatioii 
which he had received from Bomabaa C. Hobba, one of the 
oorreapondenta of Western Yearly Meeting, asking for a state- 
ment of the proceedings of the Yearly Meeting in 1878, relative 
to the acceptance of an epistle from Western Yearly Meeting, 
issued by it in IST7, and the non-acceptance of another epistle 
purporting also to oome from Western Yearly Meeting. This 
request was stated by B. C. Hobbs to be made in consequence 
of some legal proceedings arising out of the separation which 
took place in that Yearly Meeting. 

" The subject obtained our careful consideration, and it was 
decided to prepare a statement as to the proceedings of the 
Tevly Meeting, with respect to the two epistles above referred 
ta. Said stateiueot having been attested by the Reeonliug 
Clerk before a Commissioner tor receiving Affirmation^ was 
duly forwarded to Heury White for transmission to B. C> 
Hobha." * 

■ Proceedingi o[ Dublin Y. Id., 1881, p. 13. 



After all that hud passed in previoua yeare, this Beport wm 
very unexpected. The subject was recurred to at a later aitting, 
when, the two Epiatlea referred to being called for and handed 
to the Clerka, together with the Western Epistle of 1877, and 
S. C. Hobbs'e printed Minutes of 1877, I showed that the 
Correspondents' names on the Epistle of 1877, signed hj 
Albert Maxwell, were the same as those on the WeBtem 
Epistle of 1874 ; and by B. C. Hobbs's Minutes I showed that 
the body which he represented did not release these Coira- 
spondents, or appoint new Correspondents, till after the 
separation. I also impressed on the Meeting that candour 
required of us to amend our errors. 

I was followed by Jonathan Pirn (who had been appointed 
Clerk of the Yearly Meeting's Committee since 1878). He 
considered that an error had been made, and that the state- 
ment in the Declaration which had been forwarded to B. C. 
Hobbs was misleading. Instead of a proposal that I had 
made, he recommended, as a remedy, that I should write to 
the Defendants, suggesting to them to apply for a Declaration. 
The Meeting agreed to this, and, accordingly, I wrote. An 
application on behalf of the Defendants was soon received from 
the Correspondents appointed before the separation. It was 
addressed to the Yearly Meeting's Committee under cover to 
myself. On taking it to the Clerk of the Committee, I found 
that he had received a duplicate copy by same post. 

In 1882, the Committee reported that they had received and 
answered the questions.* But, though in 1881 they sent in to 
the Yearly Meeting full particulars of the Declaration forward- 
ed to B. C. Hohbs, they omitted, when reporting in 1882, to 
give either the questions received from the Defendants or the 
answers sent to them. I therefore asked that these should be 
brought into the meeting; whereupon three or four members 

' Prooeedinga of Dublin Vearlj Meeting, 1882, p. U, Minute 20. 



of the Yearly Meetiog'B Committee said, they " hoped the 
meeting would not go into the matter," By this means my 
req^neat was rendered abortive. J 

Upon considering the courae pureued by the Committe*^ 
fi:om year to year, I addressed them, individufdly and collect- ' 
ively, by a circular letter, a week before the opening of Dublin 
T. M. in 1883. A Report in reference to this letter was 
drawn np by the Comroittee on the 4th of Fifth Month, for- 
warded to the Yearly Meeting, and read there — but ordy oni-.e 
— on the 8th, at the momicg sitting, a quarter of an hour be- 
fore the usual time for adjournment, when the meeting was 
thin, exhausted, and restless — the Yearly Meeting intending to 
conclude in the afternoon, and the Committee again taking a 
leading pai't in the short discussion which time permitted — so 
much so, that their own Clerk checked them, after ten had 
followed each other in opposing the production of the Ques- 
tions and Answers, which I had acain asked for. 

^^^Bde following Is a copy of the Eeport : — 

1^^; " The attention of this Committee haa been called by a. Friend 
who is not a member of the Committee, to tlie atatcmeut made 
in onr report to the Yearly Meeting of 1878, that the epistle 
'purportiug %o be from Western Yearly Meeting, and signed 
by Albert Maxwell, . . . has not come through the regular cor- 
respoudenta of Western Yearly Meeting;' and this FriendM 
impugns the accuracy of this statement, and calls on the Con-'l 
mittee to acknowledge its error. 

"This subject haa now been fully considered, and it is the 
judgment of this Committee that the use of the words 'regular 
Correapondenta ' in the Eeport made to the Yearly Meeting in 
1878 was injudicious, as being calculated to convey an erroneous 
impression j the Correspondents referred to as being the regular 
Correspondents were those who had been appointed by Weateni 
Yearly Meeting, as stated ia the printed copy of their proceed- 
. ings which was sent to us along with the epistle signed by ^ 
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BarnabaB C. Hobba, who had been the Clerk of that Yearlj 
Meeting for several years. 

"In thus so tar relying on the printed proceedings, we con- 
aider tlmt the Committee acted injiidlciouslj, as it was in effect 
accepting the faodj of Frienda which published these proceeding! 
as the true Western Yearly Meeting, which was a matter that 

> ought to have been left to the decisioa of the Yearlj Meeting 
, itseU. 
" The Clerk is directed to send a copy of this Minute to tht 
Yearly Meeting." 
As I did not see the Report till after the Yearly Meeting, I 
may here say, that I think the word " impugn " unnecessarily 
stTong, though I certainly did hold that the statement referred 
to was not correct. Yet what I requested was — not a direct 
acknowledgment of error — but that the Committee should send 
to the Yearly Meeting a Report " setting forth the true facts 
of the case." In this respect their Report is very deficient, 
notwithstanding the largo admissions made in it, especially in 
the last paragraph. For it does not state that the Epistle signed 
by Albert Maxwell here the same Correspondents' names as 
accredited Western Epistles of former years. This most impor- 
tant feature the Committee have treated only negatively, and 
have further obscured it by the manner in which they have 
described the Correspondents of the Progressive body, who, 
wwever, were not appointed till a/ler tbe separation — another 
Mt important point which is not mentioned by the Com- 



B deficiencies would have been to a great extent aup- 
ied by the Committee's Answers to the Correspondenfa' 



f There is, however, a bias, even in the Answers, not in keeping 
nth the spirit of the offer made in 1881 on behalf of the 
(Omiuittee that " a Declaration should be forwarded to the 
ants in accordance with the facts. " 



To the 

(JUEBTION 

" 2. What ore the nunes 
of the CorreapoDdeDts attBcbed 
to the Western Yearly Meet- 
ing's Epistle signed bj Albert 
Majwetl uiJ rejected by Dub- 
lin Yearly Meetiiig in IS^S ? 



"S. WhataratheComapond- 
ents' names attached to the 
Weeteni Yearly Meeting's 
Epistles for 1870, 1S71, 1872, 
1873,1874, 1875,1878! 



"i. What are the names of 
the CorreepondeDte attached to 
the Epistle signed by Barnabas 
G. Hobba, and presented to 
Dublin Yearly MeetiDg in 
18781 



" 5. When were tiesa Cor- 
reqnndenla certified to you u 
those of Western Yearly Meet- 
ing ; and b; wham 1 



T/if Commitue 

Anhweh 
" 2. The Epiatle purporting t 
from Weetem Yearly Meeting and 
signed by Albert Maxwell, and wbich 
was not received by Dublin Yearly ■ 
Meeting in 1878, bore 
Correspondents, of Eleaier Bulet, 
Robert W. Hodaon, Jolm P. Wnod, • 
and James Kersey^ 

" 3. The same four names were at- 
tached to tbe E|>iiit1ea from WeateRi 
Yearly Meeting for 1870, 1871, 1872, 
1373, and 187 J; but there were no 
Correspondents' names attached to 
the Epistles for 1875 and 1876, 

'i. The names attached as Corres- 
pondents to the Epistle from Wefltem 
Yearly Mooting for 1877 signed by 
Barnabas C. Uobbe, and which was 
received by Dublin Yearly Meeting in 
1878, were Barnabas C. Hobbs, Ohver 
Alliertson, and Wm. Hadley. 

" E. These Correspondents were cer- 
tified to ua by Mmute 14 of the 
printed Proceedings of Western Yearly 
Meeting, held in Ninth Month, 1877, 
a copy of which was in our possessioB 
at tbe time when we received the 



Had the Committee deacribed both bodies as " claiming to 
he Western Yearly Meeting, " they would have taken a 
position at once impartial and safe. But by describing the 
body having the new Correspondents, as " Western Y.M.," 
and the other as "purporting to be Western Yearly Meeting," 
vhea it was represented by the former and regular Correspon- 
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dents, they manifested an endeavour to cling to a pOBition 
which the whole weight of their testimony went to overthrow. 

Similar inconsistency marks the Eepoit At its conclusion, 
the Committee express a judgment disoppioving of the action 
of the Committee of 1878, "aa it was iu effect accepting" t 
section "as the true Western Yearly Meeting, . . . i 
matter that ought to have been left to the decision of the 
Yearly Meeting itself." Yet, in the preceding paragraph, the 
Committee themselves refer to the same section as Western 
Yearly Meeting, and so assume over agaiu the position, which 
they condemn. 

Let the responsibility rest where it is due. We have seen 
that when London Y. M. decided in the case of Ohio,* its de- 
cision was "contrary to the feeling and judgment" of Johu. 
Hodgkin; yet its decision was preceded by a Minute from the 
Large Committee, recommending the same course, and drawn 
up by him as Clerk, in oiedJsnee to the prevailing senHmeni.i 
And Friends must exonerate the Clerk of Dublin Yearly 
Meeting's Committee, and conclude that his position was 
similar, when they take into consideration the difference be- 
tween the Committee's Eeport and his views expressed in the 
Yearly Meeting. 

Though now corresponding with the Meeting represented 
by Barnabas C Hobbs, Dublin Y. M., by its Minute of 1878, 
virtually recognised the Meeting of which Albert Maxwell is 
Clerk. For the conclusion it came to was, to acknowledge 
that body whose Ejiistle came through the regular Correspond- 
ents of Western Y. M. Accepting the statement in the 
Committee's Keport, Dublin Y. M. concluded to accept the 
Epistle signed by B. C. Hobbs, believing ii to have been the 
Epistle which came through the regular Correspondents of 
Western Y. M. But, as Jonathan Pirn said in Dublin Y. M. 

t The British Fnend, SUtii Month, 1855, p. 133.J 



in 1881, "it now turns out that the contrary is the fact, and 
that the Epistle signed by Albert Maxwell, as Clerk, came 
through the regular Correspondents of Western Y. M., and 
that the Epistle signed by B. C. Hobbs did not." He pro- 
perly defined the regular Correspondents of a Yearly Meeting 
to be those holding that station before a separation occurs, 
and showed that to set up an opposite view is to argue in a 
circle. As it now turns out that the Epistle signed by Albert 
Maxwell, as Clerk, came through the regular Correspondents 
of Western Y. M., the ruling of Dublin Y. M. virtually recog- 
xiises the body issuing that Epistle as the true Western Y. M. 
^hu8 Dublin T, M, is in the singular and anomalous position 
€j^f not corresponding toith the Meeting which its idling 
€Zicknowledges, and of corresponding with a Meeting which its 
^^^vling disoums. 

GEORGE A. MILNE. 



I 



A VISIT TO DfDIAlfA. 

A contributor, signing " J, W.," pulilished in the Philadei' 
phia Friend for Twelfth Month 6, 1884, an account of " -^ 
Visit to Indiana" recently paid, from which the following ^ 
extracted : — 
. " We found, in the portions of Indiana and Western Ot^*-" 

which we Tisiteil, that the term 'fast movement ' was pop*-*' 
' larly applied to the changes and new meaaurea which had be^* 
introduced among Friends in the last fifteen years ; and thf ^ 
term I propose to use in what follows, merely as a distinctir^ 
appellation. 

" It waa soon apparent that there were many Friends who had 
been trained up under other inSuences, and who had * not bo 
learned Christ,' who regarded the fast movement with fear 
and various degrees of disapproval. With some, especially in 
central Indiana, this feeling wa« ao strong, that they had with- 
drawn from the meetings by which the changes were practised 
or countenanced, and are now organised as an independent 
body, called Western Yearly Meeting, and having no connec- 
tion with the larger body of the same name 

" On inquiring of some of these Friends as to the reasons 
which had induced them to take so decided a step as withdraw- 
ing from communion with their former brethren, we were told 
that the manner in which the meetings were held, and the 
doctrines preached iu them, had become so unsatisfactory that 
they could no longer derive any comfort from attendance at 
them, hut would return from them feeling worse than wKeu 
they went. But beyond this, they believed that the Society 
under its old organisation in their part of the country, waa no 
longer bearing a testimony to the principles it was raised up to 
proclaim. They said that no one was admitted among the 
ministers and elders unless they were in sympathy with the foM 
movement, and that in some cases those who had honorably 
filled the position of elder for many years, and had been looked 
up to as fathers and mothers iu the church, were displaced 
from their position on account of their adherence to the ancient 
principles of Friends, and persons substituted for them who 
would favor the views of the leaders in the new movement. 
Another reason, which acted powerfully on some, was the 



Bcattering effect, upon their children, of the influencea to which 
thej were exposed, and which neutralized the efforts of con- 
cerned parents to train them np in an attachment to oar 
principtea. 

" When the revival meetings were introdnced, and meetinga 
held day and night for many days in succession, much excite- 
ment and apparent effect were produced in different neighbonr- 
hooda, and many were induced to become members of the 
Society of Friends. But the zeal of moat of these was evan- 
escent. They seemed to have no root within themselves, and 
soou ceased to have much regard for the claims of the Society 
upon them. ... A well-informed and apparently very re- 
liable elderly Friend, who had lived for the most of hia life in 
Randolph county, Indiana, said that . . , the number of 
members in the county was no greater than it was before 
the fast movement commenced, while the confidence of the 
community in its preachers and advocates was decidedly leas — ■ 
for, Itaving been deceived in their expectationt, they v>ere more 
inelined to look upon religion as a, delusion. 

" Similar statements to thia, as to the transitory nature of 
the apparently good effects of such meetinga and measures, 
and the resulting deadening ej'eci upon the religious irderests of 
the neighbourhoods where they had been most used, were made to 
Hi in almost or quite erery settlement we visited. The unity 
of Btatement on this point was so striking that we were led to 
believe thut it had a solid foundation in fa^t. In reference to 
it, an educated and highly respectable Friend, who haa taken 
no part with thoae "Friends who withdrew from their former 
meetings, said to me, that thoae neighbourhooda in which he 
had bad an opportunity of observing, had not been religiously 
benefited by the fast movement — that he believed 88 much 
good would have been done by the Church pursuing its old 
methods— while now t/iere is a reaction of indifference to all 
rdigio/i, so that little success attends anch efforts in places 
where they have been practised for some years." 
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